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The Congressional Research Service works exclulnely tor
the Congress. conducting research, analyzing legislation. and
previding mformation at the request of Commuttees. Mem-
bers and their staffs ) :

+ v

f

. The Service makes such research available. without partisan
bias. 1 many forms mcludig studies. reports comfnlanons,
digests. and background briefings Upon request. the CRS
assists Commiittees 1n analy zing legislative “proposals and
issues. and in assessing the possible effects of these proposals
and therr alternatives. The Service's senior specialists and suhs
ject analysts are also available for personal consultations m
their respective ﬁeld\“ofexpemse °
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FOREWQRD ' . - \\
. . \

A study &f Ythe fundamental purposes and effectiveness of compensatory
education was mandated by the Education Amendments of'1974. The Congress
aade Lhe NaLiomal\InstiLuLe of Education (NIE) responsible for investiga-
tinz both tne Title I programof tne Elementary and Secondary Educat ion
Act of 1965 (ESEA)\and simil ar programs funded by some of the States.

The legislation authorizing the NIE #study does not specifically
deffine "compensatory education," but the ESEA Title I declaration of
oolicy has sometimes 'been considered a useful guideline:

In recognition of the special educational needs of

o children of low-income families and the impact that
concentrations of low-income families have on the
ability of local educational agencies to support ade-
quate educational programs, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United States fo
provide financial assistancé (as set forth in the
following parts of this title) to local educational
agencies serving areas with concentrations of children
from low-income families to expand and improve their
educational prograhs by various means (including pre-
school programs) which contribute particularly to
meeting the specialleducational negds of educationally
deprived children. ‘(Section 101, ESEA]

ESEA Title I is the largest Federal program for elementary and“k
secondary education; more than $20 billion have been appropriated for;/-,-\h
the Title I program in its first 13 years (fiscal years 1966-78), and”
the fiscal year 1979 appropriation would be $2.735 billion under the pro-

- visions of P.L. 95-205 (Continuing Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1978). The

fﬁscal year 1979 Administration budget proposal includes a Title I request
fdf $2.979 billion for fiscal year 1980, plus $400 million for proposed
ddditions to the Title I legislation,

Compensatory education programs in nearly 90 percent (about 14,000)
*nof the "Nalion's school districts, plus some 240 Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) schools, are funded through Title J. Abproximately five million
public school children, 225,000 private school children, and 31,000 BIA
schoq) children participate in these programs. h
’ In its Febort of December 1976, the NIE found that 16 States operated
compensatory education programs during the 1975-76 school year, with a

+ " funding level of $600 million ("Evaluating Compensatory Education,"
o ¢
p. TIT-13).,
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AN ANALYSIS OF "USING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES TO\ALLOQATE TITLE I FUNDS" >

3 . ‘.r A\

This report by the National Institute of Education(NIE) is one of

-

2/

six constituling the Sepfember 30, 1977, inieiim report to the President
pensatory education.

and the Congress on & comprehensive study of ¢
* The NIE study has identified three .specific "fundamental purposes" of
Title I of the Elémentary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA): : -
- \ .
(1) To provide financial ‘assistance to-school districts in relation
to their numbers of low-income children and, within those dis-
tricts, to LhP schools w1Lh Lhe greatest numbers of low-income
children; ‘ o <

1 »
N 4 -~

(2) To fund special services for 10w—ach1ev1ng chlldren in "the

poorest schools; and

~ . ¢

(3) To contribute to the cogditive, emot ional social, or physical
development of participating students. 3/ )

pS
The focus of this NIE report is primarily on a possible variation of the

; °

first objective -— the allocation of. funds on the basis of achievement

<

. .ot - . .
. test scores rather than on the poverty criteria. {(Low educational achieve

ment test scores are often considered a measure of educational deprivation.)
N N ’ i

-

1

This analysis contains a summary of findings; recommend#tions, implica-

¢ . , .
tions, research limitations, and context of the report. . <
N “\ M
- . - . £
. - >
\ ) 4 . . ‘4
B T -

1/ U.S\fkpartment»of Health, Educatlon, and Wel fare. National InsLlLuLe
- of Education. USIng Achievement Test Scores to Allocate Tltle I
Funds. Washlngton, September 30, 1977 -
2] The six parts/of the September 1977 interim report descrlbe selected
- aspects of the overall NIE study, lncludlng the allocation.of funds,
¢ ' ,compensatory education services, student develomenL and the admln—
istration of compensﬂybry education programs. Greater detail about .
‘the scope of the study, the interim repofL and the blllS introduced
in the B5th Congress to extend Title I may be found in. Spctlon Vof
this analysls ‘ :
-3/ U.5. Department of Health, Educaticn, and Wel fare« National Instltule
*  of Education’ Evaluatlng Compensatory Education. Washlngton
December 30, 1976, p. xlkl -

[
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I. Summary of Findings = ; o -
"Using Ach}evementllest Scoges to Allocate Title I Funds" discusses -
: . . c @ -

i'ssues regarding the allocation of funds by test scores, the procedures
. .

- .

andrestimated costs of developing and implementing a s&stem to obtain

R ~

test score's, and the possible changes in.{ne distributjon of Yunds that
' . /
might result from a shift in the basis ggg’Title I allocations from pov-

, )

erty data to achievement scores. The NIE discussion is limited to the
. ’

@ N LS .
distribution of basic grants to school districts, ggants that account

for 81 percent of the ‘Title I appropriation, Although.several States

¢

e
.

(e.g., Michigan, New York) Have enacted compen%alory educal’ion programs
- ~ : _ .
with achievement -based funding, there is no mention of these in the report.
st " s

2

\ The report indicates that currently dvailable data do not provide the

- ,

informat1on required to distribdie Title I funds on thé basis of égh?eve—_

ment test scores either to school districts or to, States} however, test
X . . . .
A4

-

data tor this purpose could be produced within a g;reg—yﬁar period. The

.

NI findings on (urrent feasibility will be-discussed first, followed ‘by

' PN

a di1scnssion of the issues Lo be fesolved, the procedures afd cgsts of a
R . o . - " » " -
nati1onal testing system, and the poss¥ble” effects of achiﬁvém%niJBaséd
' N v .\' - ) N
Title T allocat ionas. $
L3 ’ ]
1 . - - .

A. Current Feasibility <L

-~ . p [y
\

The ESEA Title I formula currently uses poverty critefia at three

sléges of the allocat ion process: for dqtermininé Stat€ and county allo-

. ~

LA . . . . ‘. . . .
cations, for determining school district alkocatlons withinscountiles, and

. -
- o * -

for selecting eligible schools within districts. In addition, poverty

.
h .
- .

: - . kK

(riteria are somet imes used at a fourLﬁ‘ét/ge(~for determining allocaf ions
, .

t
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to eligible schools. , According Lo the NIE reporl, the Congress over'

the years has considered changing one of the fundamental purposes of-

Tltle I so that funds would be allofated on the basis of low-achieving
s 4/

chlldren rather than low-income chlldren Such a change might .be :

- made at one or more:of the stages in the Title I allocation process,.

Al

(Some bills introduced in the 95th Congress to amend or extend Title I

are described in Section V below.) é \

-

After an investigation of available achievement test data; the NIE
A} .

report-concludes ‘Lhat achievement-— based funding currently is not pgssible
B . 5/ A

on a national basis.  The federally-sﬁbnsored qational Assessmﬁnt of
»* . \

“€¥ucational Progress, the largest testing pfogram in the Nation,_ provides

comprehenéive information on the educational skills of children and young

adults, but the program is not designed to provide either State or school

district data;. Several commercial.tests are w1de1y used far the evalua-
N ’ 6/

Llon of Title I as well as for other purposes. Although not discuséed
» .

Y

_in the report, presumably none of these tests has been administered
nationwide in a way that could provide the data required for the alloca-

tich of funds on a national or State-by-State basis.’

— v

.
A A4 A =

, of Education. Using Achieyement Test' Scores to'Allogate Title 1
h) . Funds. p. I. e
5/ Ibid., pp. 1l-15. . < .

~and analyzed by lhe Office of Education's "Anchor Test Study" in
TN . order to provide sLatlsttal equlvalenL scores thal are compar-
able among these tests. Thesf®sts are listed and the analyses
described in U.S. DepaerPnl Uf Health, Education, and Welfaré.
Office of Education. ‘“Anchor Test SLudy Equivalence a Norms
“Tables for Selected Reading,Achievement Tests. Washingfon (74-
305) 1974 .+ pp. 1-10. ‘ :
N - . ) Yoo

Q . ’ ) : _8 ¢ W

.

3/ U.s. Departmeht of Health, Education,.and Wel fare:, National Institute

‘6/ Eight’ commercial readzng tests used Xn grades 4, 5, and 6 were.studied.
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Title 1 funds are currently allocated to the-county level only-

. .
. ' ‘

12 . . . .
because the Commissioner of Education has determined that poverly data

1
N —

are not available for-making direct, national allocations to school -

drstricts within States. 'Ddta at the county level on low-achieving

’

! v
children presumably do not exist, although the NIE report does ‘not dis-

; - -
css this matter. , Some States have test data for school districts, and

the NIE judges &hat up to 22 States could allocate Title I funds on (hat
. . - 7/ E

basis 1n a limited system of within-State allocations. However , the

°
-
N

reportefinds that such immense differences exist in current testing pro-

]

grams thdt 1t 1s impossible to compare the numbers of low-achieving chil~
, .Y
dren among States at the present time.
L4

On the basis of 13'spvcial demonstration school districts, the .

report concludes that achievement-based funding of schools within dis-

tricts 1s now possible. Howevwer, the report makes no estimate of (he num-

¢

& . .
bt reyr percentage of school districts that actually have achievemenl scores
-~ . B

.

available for this purpose.

. -B. Issues 1o be Resolved . .

An” achievement =based Title 1 éﬁiocation system could be implemented,
[ N ’
b%ﬁ the reportsclaims that a number of issues must be resolved before the

9/ ’

- . e . . .
data for the system~are,collected, These issues ‘involve the definition
of low achievement, the size of the testing sample, and the guarantees of

' AN T .

»
accuracy. , e

-

7/ U.S. Department of Health, Educat ion, and Welfare. National Institute
- of Education, Using Achievement Tesl Scores Lo Allocate Ti}lp 1

Fands. " p. 15. ~8 ’ )
8/ Ibid., p. l4,_ o ) s
9/ Ibad.s, pp. 2-10. 9 c

oy
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For the definigion of low achievement, both the subject area and

?

the level of achievement must be determined, Since achievement Lests

-,

typically are focused'on a seecific subject area, such as redding or

4 i
mathematics, a choice of areas must be made. A single area might be

chesen, or -- since low-achieving students in onge area are not neces-
sarily low scorers in another -- an alternative might be selected, such »

as the devélopment of a multiple area test or a ?éthod for combining

.

scores from several Lests,

>
v

The level of achievement could be either absolute or relative,

An absolute level would require,defining a set of minimum skills that

’ »
. v ]
e&ery child must learn. However, Lest developers and educators currently

»

do not agree on what these skills .should be, according to the reporf, and
10/ '
reaching a consensus might be d1ff1cu1L The selection of a specific

set of skills .probably would influence the distribution o'f funds.
. .
A relative level of agchievement, in contrast, would only requ1re the
\ > ‘ -
ranking of test scores and the selection of a specific cutoff p01nt --

the 15th:percentile, for example -= be10w which~all students would be con-
)\

sidered as low achievers., The cutoff could be at any level, but the actual,

|
point selected is likely to influence the distribution of funds.

‘ .
<~ The size of the.sample involves questions of accuracy and cost;

- “ (¥ g
larger samples are both more accurate and more costly. A small sample of

. . -

children from each State might be sufficient for determining the alloca-
tiohs to States. A larger sample including childrfen from each school dis-

« 4 . ’

trict would be required for determining the allocations to school, distriets,

. . . ) .

10/ 1bid., p. 4, '
.20 s P ) é . ( .
N 10

Q ¢
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For the selectibn of schools and children within districts, all chil-

dren might hgve to be tested to determine those that actually would

. N >
]

recerve Title I services; however, the report does not mention this

possibility or estimate i4s cost.

The sampling could be made'representative of all children aged

5 to 17 years =-- the age‘range of the poverty statistics currently used .

o o»

-- or it cBduld be made repreSentats§é of a single age or ‘grade level .

& - - t - -
For the purpose of distributing funds, testing at a single grade level

v

would require an assumption that low achievement in the third grade, for

% v '

0y

N '
example, 1s proportional to low achievement in all other grades; the

’ -

lower cost of testing at’a gingle grade level might make such an assump-
\ »

v

tion attractive. Testing a sample oE\hll school-aged children might
[

~. . . . .
. not require a larger sample, but would require designing different tests

. PR
tor anthgc or grade level. Special arrange&ents apparently would Pe

nadk for counting and testing (or excluding) handicapped children, non-
’ ' 4 > - ' -
knzlish speakdrs, absentees, dropouts, and nonpublic school children.

. e

According to the report, a guarantee of accuracy that test results

1

reflect thelincidence of low achievement "would &g.cfucial to acceptance
1/ g - ~
The guarantee would require both

of an achievement-based system.'

"that the data be up-to-date and that po§sib1e problems of negative

[y

o

incentives be avoided." The report states that a testing program could °

‘ -

provide data more timely than the poverty statistics based on the decen-

. ’ . b N A - .
nial census of populatron, and hence might refléct more accurately and

»
. ’? N

"
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¢ validly the incidence of nekd Achievement tésting every two to four
y 1 s L g y
¢ years isMsuggested by tt/'re‘port ’mth cost nd timeliness the major
considerations {discussed below). L ) A\

There would also neeed to be a’guqrantee that potential benefici-

A 4 \ * ' s

+ aries could not manipulate the teéq results, according to the report.

.

‘e

Specifically,” States and schodl dist}ictS'havé little or no capagity

to influence poverty statistics,

'

Wt they might be able to manipulate
s . . ¢ . . __—
” ' . . >
students' rachievement ftest scoresf; therebyflncreaSLng the amount of -

4 -

- Titleyl‘funding'for themselves. Qrtheerre, there is a possible neg-'
) Y .

! PG - -

N . . . V- ) . . . + .
‘atlve 1ncentive in achlevement-based, funding in that lmproved educational

-

. . v
B -, .
\ . %

5erformance might result iﬁ#; decrease of funds. The report copfludes *

. 5 . s
‘%&pat a comblﬁaflon of simple administrative arrangements would make ‘
. 12/ . . } Y
< : .

such manipuldtion unlikely. .

: c. Progedures and Possible Costs * -

£l

. N

. ) . ..,' <
- The NIE'report estimates that three years would be required to

** produce the initial achievement test data suitable for Title I allé;av‘\
13/ - T
- tions. The cost of a testing program pasicélly’would depend on whether
. ) . A :

«

- . . ’ -
it would be-used for State-level or district-level allocatiens. Test

«

‘.
E

data'for State allocations are estimated to cost $7.2 million, and the

* .

* *  data for district allocations are estimated at $53 million. . Thege co§ts‘
~ .t o . 7 ..
are based on the assumptions_that only nine—year-old§ would be tested,
that reading skills would be the only subject teséﬁd, and that testing
T i . ‘ ’ A. K ‘ - .‘
- Y / ©
. 12/ Ibid., p. 9. - a
13/ 1bid., p. 16. <.
< [ i 12 g * A ) &
. - 4 >
3 .

EMC S0 > . T ‘ ' 0” T
i o . T . - ~ :
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s ) .would take pléceﬁgvery three years.. It is also assumed that 250,060

. students would be tested for State allocations and 2.7 million students
: T - 14/

would be tested for distri¢t allocations. . The report estfimates that
. / . . ) . )

the testing of more than one grade level would increase the total cost

s ":'L . f

. by 20 percent, and the testing of addxtxonal/subject areas would increase
. ¥ . ' , 3 . N [’.
. . =—the cost by 50 percent for each additional area.

'

D. Possible Effects

'
B

Although testing data currently are unavailable for an achievement-

based allocation svstem, the NIE report combines testing data from several

"sourLes in an attempt to analyze the fundlng effects of a change to achieve-
15/
. ment criteria foy the Title I formula. . The data thus obtained include
. a large national sample of pupils 1n grades 4, 5, and 6 who were given
/ :

N

_the Metropolitan Achievement Test (Reading, Form F), administered through

.

the Oftrce of Education's Anchor Test Study 1m April 1972. Other sources
ot data rnclude "all State—colie‘ted achievement data that were judged by
s ‘
“ the NF: to be suitable for analysis. These State data are not described

1n any detail by’the report, but apparentfy they include results from

, difterent tests, grades, and years. Test data collected by these proce-
. ) A%

dures may be the best available for an 1nvest1gatlong but sgnce test scorgs

- ) « ] é
- - g

.
N

» F
/\\

1

o ¥ .

14/ Ibid., pp. 19-20. The report state$ that this sample size will provide
a»lO percent prec131on level at the 95 percent confidence inter-
- , val." . Assuming ' prec1510n level" 1s a reference to the statlstlcal
term "standard error," the quoted phrase means that the ranges of
’ ] values within 10 percent of the egfimated number obtained from a
series of samples will contain tﬁcntual number 95 percent of the
time. " = :
15/ Ibid., pp.‘23—39.(

ERIC -
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\?Tﬁﬁfuﬁbe.ower the years and few tests ‘are fully comparable, the result-
\ R . -

ing analysis must be treated ap tentative. The report in.fact warns
v

that the eétimatqs "do little to reduce uncertainty about the liksly con-
’ . L. 16/
sequences" of changing to achievement-based funding. Nevertheless,
a ‘ _ ‘
the report tentatively estimates the effects of changing the Title I .
1

»
formula from:- its current poverty basis to an achievement standard.

At the regional leyel, no significant effects were detected from the
- , 17/
proposed change in the formula.

\

At the State level, data for analysis were considered accurate
enough to analyze funding changes in 34 States and the District‘of Columbia.

v

(States where the error of estimation was calculated to be greater than 40

N -
’

percent were excluded from this analysis.) When compared with the poverty

-

data used in the Title I formula, 23 of the States and the District of

f ! -
Columbia wereglstimafed to gain or lose more than 15 percent of their share
‘ .

of formpla—eliQZﬁ&e children. The largest proportional increases would be

N

" for the District of Columbia and Connecticut and the largest decreasfs
‘ 18/ -

would be for Oklahomd, West Virginia, 4nd Arizona. - @

At the school district level, it was estimated that nonmetropolitan

., districts generally would lose funds if achievement-based funding were
implemented. However, large funding variations were found for urban and
suburban districts;.some of these districts would be likely to ¥3in funds,

others would beﬂlikely.to iose. Districts with*high percentages of black

- 2 X . . \

16/ Ibid., p. 27. . ‘ o ‘ : KLJ

17/ 1bid., p. 33.
18/ 1bid., p. 27.
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N

¢hildren were estimated generally to gain funds under achievement-based

v

fuhdlng; districts with high percentages of whites would likely lose;

v

and there generally would be no major chbnges for distgicts'with high
percentages of Spanish-surnamed children. .

For these analysu§, the report Qses an achievement {evelial or
below the 15th percentile. At higher cutoff levels, the distribution

of low-achieving children was estimated to be approximately the same as

19/
the distribution of all children aged 5 to 17 years.  Cutoff levels

t -

below the 15th percentile would appear to favor cities at the expense

of the suburbs in general, but are estimated to have no impact on non-

L4

metropolitan areas. Lower cutoff levels are likely to favor districts

20/
. with high concentrations of black children, according to the report.
]
. B .
B . ) | ‘
§‘19/ Ibid., p. 35.
20/ 1bid.

15
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II. Recommendalions '

The focus of '"Using Achievemenl Test Sébfés to Allocate Title I
‘Funds" is on the issues, pnocedﬂris, costs, and effects of implementing
an achievement-based allocation system as ah alternative to the poverty-
Based allocations in Lhe‘currént ESEA Title I 1egislatdon.' This reSbrL
.makes no explicit recommendations for legislative action. (The NIE is

obligated to make recommendations as part of the overall study, but the

final report is not due until September 30, 1978.)

ERIC | ) R
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1. Implications - .

. Poond
Several aspects of the achievement-based Title I funding discussion

.

might be of particular interest to the Congress, including:,

~- a public policy choice; .

-- the necessary data; and

-~ the operation of the program.

2

A. A Public Policy Choice

\

The NIE report explores the use of achievement-~based funding as a

&

“

-~

possible alternative to the existing poverty-based fquula of ESEA Title

I. The selection of a formula i%.a basic public policy choice -- whether
Title I primarily should assist poor schools and poverty children or

. a . . . .
whether 1t should assist educationally deprived children and low achievers.

0 » v i i’ 0
Research can 1lluminate some of the formula {ssues, bugathe ultimate

choice“of the funding objective must rely on basic legislative preferences

. <N
and value judgments about the priorities of the program itself. The

dimensions of the choice incfﬁée/;;e mixed objectives of Title I, the

—

ortgimal assumptions of the legislation, the research findings on the rela-
tionship between powverty and. educational deprivation, and the legislative

preferences themselves.

As 1ndicated by the three " fundamental purposes" identified in the NIE

study, the objective of Title I contains elements of assisting both poverty

and educationally deprived children. The, formula includes both poverty and

educational depriivation standards for the allocation of funds; it uses pov-

1

erty as the sole allocation criterion for determining the funding of school

districts, poverty to select eligible schools, poverty or educational

©

v
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deprivation to fund schools, and educational deprivation for the selec-

’

tion of children to receive services within schools. Despite this mixture
’

of poverty and educational deprivation as the allocation mechanism within

school districts, the initial distribution ?E/ﬁunds to the school district
PO .

level 1s completely determined by poverty criteria; thus, the program can

be referred to as having a "poverty-based" formula even though the funds

are used within schools to.purchase services for educat ionally deprived

children. A county or school district without any eligible poverty chil-

3

dren cannol receive Title I funds, whatever its number of educat ionally

deprived children. The report indicates that some Congressional considh&?-

-

tion has been given to changing from poverty standards to measures of edu-

cational deprivation “in the initial allocation of funds,”as the basic ’

21/
objective of the program and as the basis for the formula.

. ) : )
It might be argued that one of the original assumptions of the Title I

-, .
legislat ion was the existence of a close correlation between poverty and

A el
test scores, which are often

educational deprjivation (or low achievement

» considered a measure 4f education3l deprivation),, If the correlation were
’ - 3 -

great enough, then there would be no real, need to decide lh3 relative impor-

tadce of the two elements —- the funding consequences would be'the same and

~

.

the program could‘be justified equally well as assistance Lo either poverty

-or eddgalionally deprived children.
¥
According to the report, some would question the strength of the rela-
” A .2_2—/
tionship between poverty and educational deprivatipn.

v ;

- ve

An imperfect

2

21/ 1bid., p. 1. : « ) )
22/ Ibid. . . )

Q
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correspdndence betworm\goverty and low achievement is implied by/Lhe NIE.
. 8

-

funding comparisons. Although the report’does not directly address the
]

, 23/
degree of the relationship, a later NIE report does “examine this question.

Based on a survey of existing research, it indicates that, at the individual

.

level, educational achievement and family income are correlated on the
X 24/ s
average at about the 0.3 level.”  The 0.3 correlation coefficient shows

that poor children are'more likely to be low achievers than those from other

. . s
bac kgrounds; however, it also shows that many poor children are not low

s

achievers and that many low achievers are not poor.

The square of the correlation coefficient can be used to show the per-
A\ . . L. . .
centage of variance in one characteristic (e.g., achievement scores) that

can Be explained or predicted from another (e.g., family income). For
o : te
example, 1f a correlation of 0.3 were found between achievemeat and incom@J
’
the square of 0.3 is 0.09, meaning that 9 percent of the varlancp 1n achieve-
. - 25/
ment can be explained by changes in income. ¢ . The correlation coefficient -

cannot be used to imply that one characteristic causes another, but merely
. -
» 2

the degree to which several characteristics vary together.

.

L]

23/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and wplfare National Institdte
. . of Education. The Relationship beLween PoverLy and Achievement
Alison Wolf. Washington, December, 1977_ The summary of this
rggorl is attached as Appondix A, ) -
24/ LorrnLatlon cocffltlents are used to show the degrée of a stgtlstlcal
@ relatlonshlp between two characteristics and can.have a fange from
~=1.0 to +1.0, for perfect negative and positive relationships,
respectively. « A coefficient of 0.0 would show absolutely no rela-
\\ tlonshlp?to exist .
The range of the square of the correlation coefficient is between 0 0 and
+1.0, but except for these extremes, the square will always be
smaller than the corresponding correlation coefficient.

18
ERI
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The correlation betweeh the proportions af ehildren in pov%rly and
\ .
-

. . »
"school and scEool di§trjct levels.,

low achievers was al.so- examined at the

I3 . [

M )

Results vary markéd}y‘at the school level, but for the couﬁtrybaa a whole,

a 0.5o0r 0.6 correlation was found: AL‘the-sgﬁoéL district level, a

.

national average was not obtainable; for the districts in'the limited num-
g 3 )
r t

ber of States where data were available, a range between 0.0 and 0.6 was

found. Unlike the individual level correlations, .proportional correlations

. o
L3

merely show that poorer districts generally have more low acgﬁevers t han

[

other districts -- it does not necessarily mean that the low achievers and

)

poverly children are the same individuals,

o

For the poverty-based Title I formula generally to assist low achiebers,

N
.

there would only need to be correlations between poverty and low achievement

. \ . .
at (a) the district level within States and (b) the school level within dis-

‘ tricts. The existence of an individual level relationship would not be
necessary since the funds would be allgcated to schools with low achievers

anyway under the above conditions.

The 1oterpretation of these findings may &epend on basic legislative .

»

preferences. “If the correlations are weaker than originally assumed , ‘hnn
the range of public policy choice is greater as Lo whether poverty or edu-

L
cat ional deprivation shoul?vbe the primary basis of allocations. For those

who consider Title I a poverty program -- or a program that allocates funds

‘to the poorest schools, for services to educafionally deprived childrpn)

Y

within them ~- these findings may support, or be inconsequential to, their

hd -

legislative preferences. Specifically, the findings generally indicate that
in many SLates\andhsqhool districts, Title I funds are more $ikely to be
9 - : 1 ' AN

ERIC | ' :
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concentrated 1n schools with greater proportions,9of low achievers than’

;in ‘other schools. o 1 T
For those who think that the pMggram should be oriented toward
» . . ¢

assisting low-achieving children, the findings may support a legislative

’ "
- ]

change.  The findings indicate that allocations would be made somewhat

differently if achifevement-based funding werd ipplemented and that the

exlsting formula does\not provide assistance completely in proportion

-

to the number of low-achieving children. ‘ <. ) »
’ . . =Y , ¢
‘For those who think that the Title I)brogram should contain a mix-

- .

ture of poverty and achlevement objektives, the findings might be examined
in conjunction with the current provisions to see what the appfopriaté —

balance should be. -The correlations generally show that poverty-based

- .

funding reaches thany low achievers and'thag achievement-based funding

would reach many‘poéenty children. However, the distribution of funds

could change -- at least marginafly, and significantly for some places

— 1f achievémént-based allocatilns were implemented.

3
a

. i
B. The Necessary Data . .

* )l

Il

Despite the amount of testing that occurs in elementary and secondar
. p _ y y

education, the NIE report finds(ﬁhat existing test data are insufficient

>
vfor achievement-based funding at either the State or school district level,

Before obtaining the necessary-data, the Congress, or perhaps an ageney

such-as the NIE or the Office of Education, would have to resolve the
"t > - .

lssues regarding the definition of low achievement and a guarantee of
y A

+
accuracy of the resulting data -- issues on which test devqloper§ and edu-

, }
cators apparently disagree. The resolution of each specific issue 1is '

21 _ : ' -
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expected to have an impact on the measurement of low achievement thus.
. N . ..

defined, and hence affect the distribut ion of fuﬁas that might be allo-

cated on that basis, ’
[ . \ <
. . i )
According o the NIE report’, a Federal system to collect test data

- ‘ v
. &, - . - - .
as a basis for school.district” allocations would take three years to
-
implement at an estimated chL of $53 million (assuming that only nine-"
- " T .
%@%year—oldé would be sampled and that only a single subject 'area would be .
. * . » .
tested). If data were collected.solely for making State MTocations, a .
“ wT ‘ .
* . . I -, -
smaller cost is estimated. However, 1f States were required to undert’ake
their'own testing for school district allocations. the total dost to .
“ & L g ’ ;‘
Title I might be the same as tLhe cost for a Federal system to collect” sim
- ' M - . ) i
ilar data. 1In either case, some Title I funds otherwise available for
, - :
. ~
direct educational servicesg might be used to absorb the costs of the
testing program. ($53 million would amouht to nearly 2 percent of the Title "
T o . C .
I .appropriation of. $2,735 million for fiscal yvar 1979.) - , .
The decennial censys collects poverty data that are used in the allo- .
7. ' . v » ¢
~, / . . - i \
vation formulas in various Federal programs; the achievementgdata collected
: P < ‘ ‘
~“ ) : * : -. . . .
under the .proposed System do not appear to have any immediate utility for
A .
. . Al
Federal programs outside of education. The dat'a might be of some research R

¢ :

value §{or analyzing the condition of American educat ion, although the

National Assessment .of EdﬁcationaL F}Ogrvss already undertakes such research
with the data it collects. The Eeporg does not explore the potential for
,sharing the costs of collecting achievement data with other Federal programs

.

n

or with State governments.

A comparison of the collection of povcrlygdata with the proposed

‘L\ . . : C
~ o, 4

o . . 22 ' LIS .
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e ",plwl‘#‘?. " The sysgpm""is'e-xpecled

dentevement data nav be useful .

poverty children are counted every lten years by the decenni% census

, falthough {he

-
1985 mid-decada census may provide

more -frequent updates).

"

the program, achievement data c0u13 be collected every ‘ )

At some cost (o

three vears, according to the report . Considerable fluctualions in the
14

distributen of both poverty and low achievement are estimated to occur
B f ‘ '

»
.

over time, although lh%Imagniludn and frequerncy of change appear‘diffi-
o ?

5
cult lo”§pvc1fy precisply.  Assuming thal the variation indicates an

IS

undderlying change 1n the need for funds,

‘the fluctuating statistics
1 . LA " .
W)éhl be an argument in favor of more frequent data collection. For $53

;million from the Title I program, however, equally current and accurate”
) N

estimates of 1hef'number of poverty children might ,be collected. Th

report does not explore this possibility nor

e

-

is Lhere a discussion of

IS

-
the cdrrent cost

.

to the Title I program of allocating funds on the basisn
of out-of-date statistics. ) / ) %
The report presents tentative gst imates of allocétions that ﬁigh} -

.

~ o . .-
“occur under an achxvvnmpnt—basnd funding system;

no Pprecise comparisons
will be possihle unyl
s

lhn"proposeé three-year data cellection is com-

’

low achievement .

3

to measure®patterns of

different from any existing achievement data for Lwo reasans. First, , .
o . . R

- ’ . . .
the pattern of low achievers among school districls can be ex

beéted O ]
. 26/ ) é’
change during any three-year period.

o

Second, assuming that Lhe low
, g

. ad -
.

A
. ‘ ' '
26/ 1.8, Department of Health, Education, and Wel fat

=
ot Education. Using Achievnmnng Tesl Score
Funds. p. 8.

5 - -,

. - '

e. National Institute
s to Allocate - Title I

.

AN
o

\ . .
Al no cost to the Title I program, '

. Co 3
’ )
. Vv P ) ) .
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v
achievement measure is different from any existing definition, a Federal
X
test would idéntif; and cougt a different i@& of low achievers that'
. . AN

~
3

might be obtained through any .existing test.

s

‘s C. The Operation-aof the Program ' : -

.
.

On the basis of the NIE -report, it would appear that some ppssible

complications of the existing Title I program might be alleviated by

.
-

achievement>-based funding, while some others would- be unheﬂcted. For

example, if counts of low achievers were estimated for every school dis-

trict, then the determinaltion by States of subcounty allocations could
'
be eliminated as'a sepé%ate stage of the allocations process. This stage
. (I . "
currently requiges States 15 determine-school dierigt allocations from
. = ! *

-*

county alloc he basis of some poverty criteria where county

* -

and district boundaries do ot coincide. The removal of this stage might
. -
also allow an earlier report to district.s of the amount of Title I funds

7

they would receive for any fiscal year.:

-

Other aspects of Title I program aperations, especially those per-
. ) ’ N
taining to the administration of the}pfogram by school districts, are”
277 \ \ ’
unaddressed by the report.—‘ If school districts were sampled for low

N - N .

y

achievers, special provisions would be necessary to include low'achievers

-

in nogpublic schools on ‘an equitable basis in the Title I program. Several

’

.
N
¥ . ~

e

27/ A companion report discusses the results of special demonstration
- studies of school districts which were allowed to use achievement-
-based funding on intra-district allocations. U.S. Department of
€ Health, Education, and Welfare. Natidnal Institute of Education.
Demonstration Studies of Fdnds*AIlocation.wiLhin Districts.
Washington, September 30, 1977.

o .24
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requirement s have bevn designed to ensure that Title I funds currently .
. »

will be used for additional services Lo ‘ed'ucat ionally depri;ed children,

~

but there 1s no wndication whether these would be affected by achievement+ -3:

based funding. Concentration, or targeting, of funds under the existing

program has been required to insure that services would be intensive ¥
enough to meet the needs of participating children -- targeting of funds
might also Bv»necessary under achievement~based funding as well, but this

¢ -
's not discussed n the report . e

. “
. o
. , .

~ - N N <

N . ~ . . .

- L] « - -
‘
. ¢ ' .
- , R By ’
. Fa’ .
. [ 45
1 o' ' . . ‘ . *
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IV. . Research Limitations - ~

’
- N

) The NIE report discusses a possible change in one part of 1he ESEA

Title I formula, including'the issueg_?nvolyed,'lhe est imated costs, and

~

some possibjle effects. The overall usefulness of the findings is limited,

however, by the omission of cerla{q“iopics and aspecls relatéd to a pos-
* . . . . N L 4
sible change in the Title I formula. These include: -

— educat ional deprivation; < .

-t

. -= scope of ose ipg; |

' p the proposeq testipg; ‘\\\

y : 2 4
-- program operation at the digtrict level; and .

~ -

-- nonpublic participation. . “

.~ +

It might also be noted that the inadequacy of existing achievement data
: A : aa

» [y

\ - . .

C S
v prevents the accurate prediction of the consequences of changing the

. -
.
-

. . - - » e
formulayy.that a discussion of cdrrent State programs using achievement-
~ . - . . .

° ~ ' N “.

. > . ) . , Lo
based funeﬁkg would hav% broadened the utility of the report; and that,
» . .

little mgntion,ié?made of how Tigle I State agency programs and State
s f > <

adminisléétive grants woold be modified under achievement-based fqndiﬁg{

-~ .
-

3 “ n

A. - Educat ional Deprivat ion

The Title I declarationcof policy indicates that programs should he
. : ¢ }
funded that "contribute particularly to meeting the special educational

needs of educationally deprived children." Although the majority of such_ .

children probably have low scores on achievement tests, it might be argjéa

s 0y

-

that several types of children Wwould be excluded from assistafce if low °

. . . . ; . .
achievement were used as the sole criterion for educational deprivation.
r
®

These children might include the, moderate achievers who could be high

achievers with special assisLénce,.gifLed and talented children wtth—

-

.2t B |
ERIC v : i
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- special educational needs:, and children with learning disabilities who
R . ) % . . -
otherwise score well on afhievement tests. Using low achievement scores

L X ' - ’
ights also incLQSe children who are poorly motivated in test taking

. ¥
, -7 .

/but are not educationally deprived otherwise. Low achievement scores

o

. " are often used as.an indij7kor of educational deprivation; nevertheless,
N a discussion of the broader aspects—of educafional deprlvatlon and its
¥ measurement would have been useful ‘[\ 44report °/)

N
) 4
.
.

A4 'y

<

¢ .
B. Scope of the Proposed Tes{iég @

“ The report gight benefil” from a note thorough discussion of some of |
‘\ - Q‘i/ ~ ! j !

he issues that woh@d rvqulre rLSilULIQE‘Ig a nat1o€al testing system ; :
were designed. For example, not all children.with 14w scares in reading

also have low scores in mathematics. A legislative definition of educa-
/ ! ’ '

a

tipnal doﬁ}ivalion might benefit frqu&nowledge about the eilqnt of the

& . ’ -
overNp between low achievement insreading and mat hemat,ics, as/&ell.as
- - ~ - P b
from some west imates on how differently Funds might be allocated if testing

v

, were restgicted to a“single subject area as opposed to several areas.

A
! % ‘- . ' . . o P
' The rozgrl Indicates that low achievement varies accordilg to the
J . + ‘ .
“dge or grade level-tested, but no figures are supplied to show the extent N
, of variation or the differences in allocations if a single or several

4

.

grade levels were tested. It is claimed that seven years fis the youngest

adyAsably "4z for'LesU(;g and that even at this age, the developmen’ and

' .
adm1n13trat1on of fests would be complicated by the 1ack of*lest-taking ]
. . 28/, "
abilities of such young children.  More discussion of the probkems of
. ~———— P | ’ .
R . D, /’, { i

28/ UYL Department of Hoalth Education, and wplfare National Instifute of
"Education.  Using Ach1evement Test Scores to Allocate Title I Fynds.

A ’ p. 6., % \ /
O ‘ , .\ N ) ) . s
ERIC. , _' ,
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testing at various age levels might assist the resolution of this issue.
Unlike poverty data, testing data may be subject to mgnipulation by

teachers and school officials, thereby increasing the amount of funding
, 29/ ~
for themselves, according to the report . Methods of counteracting

ad

this possibility are discussed, and it is concluded that a combination

of administrative procedures would make data manipulation unlikely., How-

K

ever, this problem is also discussed in another report, written under NIE ,

» ~

contract but apparently not a part of the 'compensatory education study,

.
*

that suggests the wide range of opportunities for educators to mi§educate

children, or for schools to give the appearance of low achievement (such®
o ~ o 30/
as early promot ion to the grade level where test ing might take place.)

) N

The contract report also indicates that teachers may take enough ﬁride in
. & ’

v producing high-scoring students tolcounterbalance the incentives to gain

more “funds, but xoncludes that additional research is needed on the entire

. . W
topic. ) ;
) f r « ' -
The national test'ing system discussed in the repart would provid
f Lot
estimates of numbers of low achievers at ithe "10 percent precision level"
conane , x

[y

(meaning that the ranges of values within 10 percent of the estimated num-

»

" ‘ber obtained from a series of samples will contain the actyal number 95
31/ . . .
percent of the time). Some may consider this level of gccuracy too -

»

® .

29/ Ibid., pp. 8-10. . X .
30/ Feldﬁésser, Robert A. The Use of Test Scores as a Basis for Allocating
Educat ional Resources. (Final Report of ‘a Study Conducted for
the National Institite of Education under Grant No. NIE-G-74-0066 )
. Princeton, Educational Test ing Service, November, 1975. . pPp. 71-74,
31/ U.S: Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare, Nat ional Institute of
Education. Using Achievement Test Scores to Allocate Title ,I Funds.
p. 19, ' ' .
25 ‘ o
Q -
EMC . . ‘T .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




CRS-24

»

N

imprecise. For example, the largest allocation for any State under the

—=!!xisting Title 1 program is about $200 million (received by New York). -

A leeway of 10 percent in the estimation ‘error in this case would mean

a gain or loss of up to $20 million, or a range of $40 million for the

[¢]
largest State allocation. Information on thé accdracy of the estimates

of poverty‘children countéd in the decennial census might have provided

<y . .
a“useful basis of coqparhson,{%&gvxt might have been helpful to have a
summary of the levels of accuracy currentdiy found in other Federal alloca-

tion formulas using estimated data as a basis for the distribution, of

k]

‘ funds . . §

regarding the development or emergencé of national curriculum standards
~ ’ 32/
as 1 possible consequence of a national testing system. - Widely dif-

¢
.

re The report might have beneflttedjgrom a reviey of the literature
|
|

ferent points of view are possible on this issue, including:
A
e (a) national testing would not lead to national curriculum standards;

(b) testing yight not lead to national standards, but local educators
might nevertheless feel compelled to '"teach to the test'" anyway;

/
() testimg would lead to national stahdérds, and the nation's schools
need them; and ’

testing would lead to national sgandards, but their responsibility
traditionally and properly should reside at State and local levels
of governance.

32/ see, tor example,[olson, Paul A. Power and the National Assessméent
B of Educational Progress. National Elementary Principal, v. 54,
, July-August 1975, pp. 46-53; A
' Tyler, Ralph W. Some Comments on Power and the NAEP.
M¥ational Elementary Principal, v. 54, July-August 1975, pp. 34-56;
and ' ] \
. tCawelti, Gordon. Requiring Competencies for Graduation --
.. Some Curricular lssues. EducationQI Leadersﬁip, November 1977,
pp. 86-92. T

S
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/ §&¢
The creation of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

’

in the late 1960's aroused some, fears of the advent of nationalﬂcurriculdm

e )

/ standards. An evaluation of the actual consequences 0f the NAEP might

have been useful as a'basis for judging the impact of the national testing

[

system discussed in_ the NIEwggpor{. o) -

C. Program Operation:at the School District Level

-

Achxevemént—based funding as an alternative to the Title I formula

would. appear to have two distinct parts: allocations among school dis-

tricts and allocations within school districts. The report,-however,

.

focuses-on the part of the formula that allocates among school distriéts,
“and claims that "achievement-based funding within school districts is pos=-
33/

sible now."

~

N

A companion report discusses demomstration projects in 13 school dis-
. 34/ :

« _tricts that volunteered for a special NIE study,  but these districts
provide insufficient evidence on.the extent to which thef}ﬁ,OOO existing

1
o

.school districts have test data suitaple for achievement-based funding.
\} WA a ?’ ,"( [ -
Furtnermoréﬁihf%ésﬁrhg\ﬁﬁygpgmﬁg§xng”axgmig1 sample of children from each
. b‘ B Ng ¥ ) -
v school drstrict may be sufficient for thegﬁllocation of funds to school

districts, but a testing program of all children may be, necessary to select

.

\ 9
the students in meed of services withiq each district. There is no discus*

-~ -

ston on whether Federal achievement standards should prevail in achievement-

}2/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare. National Institute
of Education. Using Achievement Test Scores to Allocate Title I
Funds. p. 12. .
34/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare. National Institute
— of Education. Demdnstration Studies of Funds Allocation within
Districts. . ’
ERIC l’ 30
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based allocat ions within school districts, or whether local discretion

P
‘*

might be allowed at this stage in Lﬁt formula. Assuming that allocations

will be ,insufficient to meelt the needs of all educalionélly deprived

N~

children, the alternatives to a full scale testing program to identify
- each 1ndividual low achiever throughout every school district would appear
to be the restriction of services to specific‘grade levels or specific

L3
targel schools, but neither this report nor the companion volume discusses
N Q

this question.

0y

D. Nonpublic Participation .

-

All poverty children, either in or out of public schools, are counted

for allocat1on purposes under the current Title I formula, Beyond indicat ing
" |

~ \

“that nonpublic school enrollment figures would hav%{to be federaily collected

|
|
under the achievement-based funding proposal, there is no mention of how

nonfblic. children would be tested or how the funds would be distributed for

|
. o & . . ‘
serving [(hese children. A discussion of how nonpublic schools would fare

under achievement -based funding might have increased the utility of the NIE
“robort.
| X4
- :
. 5 ‘
. & ’ .
Ld ‘( ‘
a
S -
" *
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V. Context of the Report

~

One of thé provisions of the Education Amendments of 1974 required
that the NIE make a study of the purposes and effectibeness of compen-
satory education (section 821, Public Law 93-380). Specifically, the |

study shall include: © AR

a. an examination of the 'fundamental purposes of compensatory
education;

b. an analysis of the means to identify the ch%ldren withythe
'greatest need £9r such programs;

-

c. an analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures
v . . 4 .
for meeting the educational needs of such children; . N
d. -an exploration of alternative methods for distributring com-

pensatory .education funds Lo States and school districts in
a timely and effective mannert;

-~

~ ‘ ‘

e. not more than 20 experimental programs, geographibally rep-
resentative, to assist the NIE in carrying out the purposes
f’ of this stu&y; and
, .
.f. findings and recommendations, including recommendations for
changes in'ESEA Title I or for new legislation.

v

Funding for the NIE study amounted to $15 millioé, to be obligated

o

during fiscal years 1975 through 1977. As amended by Public Law 94-482

the law requires the NIE to submit interim reszrls to the President and
the Congress on becember 31, 1976, and on Ssptember 30, 1977, and to sub-

.

mit a final report on September 30, 1978,




CRS=28

;
- v

—~

S1x reports constituté the NIE interim report’ of September 1977. These
. ¥ e ’ . r —
are entitled: g o
19

“"Administration o%\Compensalory Education”

“"Compensatory Education Services'" -
" r

"Demonstrat ion Studies of Funds Allocation Within Districts"

"Tne Effects of Services on Student Developﬁenl"
"Title I Funds Allocat ion: The Current Formula"

"Using Achievement Test Scores to Allocate Title I Funds"

. . ‘ . .
[ne 1nterim report of, December 1976 is entitled "Evdluating Compensatory

v

tducation.” It discusses NIE's strategy for the overall study and presents
prelimmary findings of a survey of compensatory educational services in 100

school districts.

the NIk has designed 35 research ptojects to make a comprehensive ) e
- s . "

.
.

response to the mandates of the legislation. The specifi; projects, the
8 . S
contractors, and the completign dates of each projecd are described in
v Appendix. B of "Evaluat ing Compensatory Educat ion." The Nldﬁhas divided the
. N {

- & . .
projects 1nto fgur major areas of Tnquiry:

o /)‘[ﬁx(#,h’i I\w —

” -
[ N LAl

f funds allocation research, “including alternate measures of pov-
- erty. nol more than 20 experimental programs for school districts
(1h districts participated in the first year, 13 in the second
. « vear), a computerized simulation model, an analysis of the rela-
tionship between poverly and educat ional achievement , the distri-
but "onal consequences.of using student achieVement measures, and
: . the subcounty allocation -process;

b.“r;;:;;:Zh\on services, includipg a survey of compensatory edu-

cat ion 1in 100 school districts, case studies on noninstguctignal
*V»Pf services provided under ESEA Title I, and a Peacher~training study; ”

: ) \
3 . Y
J . . .

o 33 .
- ERIC | | .
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, ©. research concerning effects on chilfdren, including alternative
approaches to education, such as cross—age tutoring, client-con-
trolled elementary schools, the extent of parental involvement,
and some studies of teaching basic skills in reading and math-
ematics; and . I

“d. administration, including a study of the Federal administration
of ESEA Title I, a survey of how States regulate ESEA Title I
and State compensatory education programs, a case study on ESEA
Title I and desegregation, a study of parent advisory counc 1ls
a study of the participation of nonpublic schoolchlldren in com—
pensatory education programs, a review of test blas and the

.~ classification of children. (A study of the problems of imple-
menting ESEA Title I in tural schools was originally planned,
but has beea cancelled.) o
» e .

?

. ¢ ) .
The ESEA Title I ‘authorization for appropriations was extended through

"fiscal year 1979 under the provisions of the Education Amendments of 1977

« .
- 4

(P.L. 95-112, Segtember 24, 1977). Without further Congressional action, ¢

section 414 of the General Education Provisions Act will automatically

\ .
extend Title I for one additional year. Several bills have been .int roduced

in the 95th Congress to extend Title I authorization for additional yearss
- .

-

including:

J
H.R. 15 (Perkins), "Elementary and Seconda)?'Education
Act of 1977." Among other provisions, extends the Title I
- . author1zat10n t hrough ‘Fistal . .year 1983, mak1ng no other
changes 1in fitle 1 legislatien.
. S. 1753-(Pell), "Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1977." Contains Title I provisions similar to H.R. 15.

» -

H.R. 7571 (Quie), Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1977." Among other provisions, extenys the Title I
authorization through fiscal year 1982, but changes the pur-
pose of Title I to provide financi&l assistance for programs
that help overcome deficiencies in children's basic learning

skills, and would allocate funds accordlng to educational -
> need as measured by an assessment of reading, maLhematlcs
? and languige arts. . , !
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£ examined the available evidence on the relationship between a

N
A
tr

>

studenz or locazion's p!Lerty and their average levél of achievement. Thds .
was done separately for four d%fferent categories: individual pupils;

scgools, districts, and staées, Information on the relatien@gzp bétweeﬁ

‘o:her social indicators ané achievément was also examined. fhe results

. indicated that the strength of the relatiénshiﬁ is different for each of

the four categories, and also varies from place to place.
\ M N . ° -

Iindividual-level relationshiwps ‘I’} . . '

) L he

— . . .
tudies using national samPles of students are generally comnsistent
in their results and sbow/;thievement and family income to be correlated

atliboat the 0.3 level. Many poor children are not low-achieVving and many

N

low—achievers are not poorT.

fHowever, poor children are more likely to be low-achieving than those

from other backgrounds. The perceantages of éoor children classified as
. s ] . .
low achieving naturally vary with the definition of low-achievement used,

Py

" but in general they are about twice as likely tg perfofm poorly as are ‘their

eers.  Other social measures, such as parents' education,show-similar
P “ ’

tesults. ' LN ‘. \ ' -

These figures are national averages. When students in particular

distrdcts are studied the rélationship between théif farily inc and

<

& H
their attaimment is often quite differeat. In NIE's deémonstration districts,
k-

the correlation between family income and achievement fanged from a high of

.46 to 4 low of .03. 1In one of the districts, 667% of poor children read

o

a year or more below grade level. In anéther, the figure was 3OZt

] N

School-level relationships

-

f}

-

NIE also examined the relatiomship between the proportion of a school's

ERIC : 35 =

r

mmmemyupils in poverty and its average achievement level. The results indicdate




.

d

— - . . crS - 33 - ~ r

' . 11 "

that 'I¥ many large cities, the poorest schools are most often also the lowest

'achiebiné. Correlations are generally as high as .8 or .9. 1Imn other

districts, however, schools' poverty and achievement are far less closely
o . .

]
e,

related, and correlations are sometimes very low. This probably reflects

\

. the faét that in many lar cities, neighborhoods vary markedly in income

5
level and type, Jhereas el where residential patterns dre méte mlxed For

-t

the' country as a whole, thg,eorrelation ﬁs about .5 ox. 6 “No other single

social measure.is con51stent1y more strongly related than poverty to school
v

. ) .\\J'

,achievement. . ~- LC

.o o

" We should emphasize that a high correlation.at the school level does
- d .

~

not mean that all poor pupils or ldw~achievers are in the poorest schools.

Rather it indicates that schools will tend to have the same ranking when

[y

ordered in terms of their proportions of poor and proportions of low-achieving

pupils. In soﬁe\disrricts, most poor and lov-achievingvpupils re concen-

trated in'a limited ber of schools. In others they are quite evenly

distriguted—across the district.

Dietrict-level relationships

The relationshlp between the proportion of a dlstrlct s students who

are low—achieving and the proportion of its children.in po:’Fty varies
markedly rrom state to state., In some it 'is fairly close, with correlations

going as high as .6. 1In othes, thera is virtually nmo relationship. The

same is true for other social indicators, such as the ’percentage of female-

.

headed or welfare families in a district, or whether the district is urben,
susprban,_or rural. In some states, these characteristics are clearly
correlated with district achievementy in otﬂers, no such relationship is

“

apparent. ’ ¢ R

~ 6. .4 A

[ X 2

e



" ‘Stégg-level relationshirs ‘
A . »
The £inal-level at which thé‘poverty-achievement relationship was ‘

- - . .

o

eiémined,vas that of the states.. Hete the relatioﬁship aﬁpears to be fairly

.

' -¢ strong. The poorer . states tend also to have lower average achievement.

R .
JHowever, this is probably in large part because the South, which remains
\ ;

the poqreét region of the-country, also shows markedly lower achievement .

ﬁhaq do othet regions. In other words, Southern states are at the top when
»

N ’
- ©

states are ranked by either their percent poor or their pefcent'low-achieving.

’ Eo{gver, within regions, the-relationship is considerably less close. !
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